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N THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
’IMA UTILITY COMPANY, AN ARIZONA 
:ORPORATION, FOR A DETERMINATION OF 
THE FAIR VALUE OF ITS UTILITY PLANT ANC 
’ROPERTY AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS 
rNATER RATES AND CHARGES FOR UTILITY 
SERVICE BASED THEREON. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
PIMA UTILITY COMPANY, AN ARIZONA 
CORPORATION, FOR A DETERMINATION OF 
THE FAIR VALUE OF ITS UTILITY PLANT AN[ 
PROPERTY AND FOR INCREASES IN ITS 
WASTEWATER RATES AND CHARGES FOR 
UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON. 

BEFORE THE N COIL .._.. --.-.. 

Docket No. W-02199A-11-0329 

Docket No. SW-02199A-11-0330 

RUCO’S RESPONSE TO PIMA’S 
PETITION TO AMEND DECISION 

NO. 73573 
c.F-- 
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COMMISSIONER 

3RENDA BURNS 
COMMISSIONER 

30B BURNS 
COMMISSIONER 

SUSAN BllTER SMITH 
COMMISSIONER 

DOCKETED 
APR 0 2 2013 

The Residential Utility Consumer Office (“RUCO”) hereby files its Response to 

Pima’s Petition to Amend Decision No. 73573. RUCO objects to Pima’s request to impute 

income tax expense for all of the reasons cited in the underlying case as well as 

Commissioner Brenda Burn’s Dissenting Opinion on the subject in Decision No. 73739. 

Requiring Pima’s ratepayers to pay for a “phantom tax” which Pima as a corporate entity 

itself does not pay is not only unfair, it is wrong and will not result in fair nor reasonable 

rates. 
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Moreover, the Commission’s methodology for calculating the tax allowance is 

:ontrary to the weight of authority in the few states that have authorized an income tax 

allowance for pass through entities. Pima’s shareholders are not required to produce their 

actual income tax statements. The Commission’s new policy will allow Pima to recover an 

amount that is not even based on Pima’s shareholder’s actual income taxes paid. In other 

Nords, Pima will be able to recover an amount that the Company not only does not pay 

tself but is guaranteed to be different than the actual amount of taxes its shareholder’s 

say. Clearly, the approval of Pima’s Petition, under no circumstances, is in the public 

nterest. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 2nd day of April, 201 3. 

aniel W. Pozefsk 
Chief Counsel 

AN ORIGINAL AND THIRTEEN COPIES 
of the foregoing filed this 2nd day of April, 2013 with: 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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COPIES of the foregoing hand delivered/ 
mailed this 2nd day of April, 201 3 to: 

Teena Jibilian 
Administrative Law Judge 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Robin Mitchell 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Steven M. Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Jay L. Shapiro 
Fennemore Craig 
3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
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